Abstract: Despite numerous positive aspects of the global development of language-as-right orientation, we argue that its application is rooted in methodological nationalism, i.e. the idea of society being equal to a nationstate (Chernilo 2006) , and the monoglot ideology based on the idea of one proper version of a historically and politically privileged dialect carrying the status of a language. This dominant preconception of social phenomena thus leaves many varieties in a legislative vacuum. As a consequence, language rights, often in the form of more or less mandatory legal instruments, concern only a (politically established) few. When this institutional inadequacy is paired with the existing orders of indexicality, then these varieties face marginalisation processes that render language use even more unsustainable. To address the issue of language sustainability, we analyse the language-as-right, language-as-resource and language-as-problem orientations in Croatia on the case of the Arbanasi, a community of descendants of Catholic albanophones who settled in the periphery of Zadar in the 18th century and whose group identity is marked by significant language loss. We analyse how speakers and community members themselves perceive marginalisation processes, especially concerning linguistic (in)justice that stems from the policies that hinder sustainability of Arbanasi language use in the long run.
Introduction
Languages never operate independently of power relations (Bourdieu 2005) , so the question we pose is in what contexts certain languages are perceived more valuable than the others. From a critical perspective, this means that languages can be analysed as commodities, which, accordingly, leads to a different treatment on the language market (Tan and Rubdy 2008) . Lo Bianco (2008: xiii) thus concludes that linguistic commodification always reflects the dominant rationality of markets. We may assume that this dominant rationality of markets reveals, what Blommaert (2010: 38) , drawing on Foucault, calls orders of indexicality. The languages (discourses and registers) with a higher value will be found at the top of these orders, while on the opposite pole we will find those with a low status. One of the most severe results of such ordering may concern languages and identities that are ranked lowest in these orders.
In European nation states, languages at the top of these orders are easily identifiable -those are the national, state languages, often standardized with a developed corpus and a well-established status, while at the bottom we may find a plethora of languages including various dialects, minority and immigrant languages. All of these languages are rarely planned per se as they exist in a political vacuum, and the discourses that construe them as (un)sustainable are rather due to broader historical, social and political circumstances in which monoglot ideologies (Silverstein 1996) that favour national state languages effectively operate.
We can argue that both the diachronically-as well as synchronically-based dimensions of language planning that lead to such orders of indexicality stem from different general approaches to languages that Ruíz (1984) referred to as key orientations towards languages. These "complex[es] of dispositions toward language and its role, and toward languages and their role in society" (Ruíz 1984: 16) are, according to Ruíz, closely related to language attitudes. However, being "largely unconscious and pre-rational" (Ruíz 1984: 16) they function as ideologies that dictate dominant discourses on languages in a particular historical, sociocultural, and political context (Ricento 2006 , Blommaert 2010 . Having been frequently used in various analyses of language policies (Hornberger 1998 , Ricento 2005 , May 2005 ) language-as-problem, languageas-resource and language-as-right orientations need a further elaboration in the Croatian minority language context as well as further elaboration and application in the analysis of language sustainability.
Our aim in this paper is to analyse the presence and effects of discourses that construct a minority and an endangered language as a problem, a right, a resource (Ruíz 1984) and finally as responsibility (Mehmedbegović 2011) . We address some of the effects that the application of Ruíz's orientations in language planning may have, including (in)justice that can have concrete repercussions on the state of language sustainability. The main motivation stems from the position of language which is a non-standardized endangered minority language spoken by a small group of (prevalently) older speakers and as such remains on the margins of LP initiatives.
There are many definitions of sustainability in general, and different approaches to language sustainability in particular. Drawing on early and most frequently cited conceptions of what sustainability refers to, most linguists do agree that in discussing language sustainability, the continued use of language as well as its viability within a larger social, economic, political and cultural context should be taken into consideration. There is, however, no complete agreement on whether it is possible (and reasonable) to talk strictly about whether language sustainability or sustainability of language communities should be the linguists' prime concern (cf. Ehala 2013: 93) . In this paper we view sustainability as the potential of a particular community to maintain their own cultural identity, including their desire to continue to identify with the language they consider as theirs. Although it may seem as quite a mild view of language sustainability, it nonetheless provides an opportunity for a positive outlook for communities with various levels of vitality and especially those found at the lower stages of vitality scales (e.g. Lewis and Simons 2010) .
Taking a grassroots approach, we discuss the applicability as well as potential problems with different above-mentioned general orientations towards language planning in the context of the Arbanasi language. The short presentation of the Arbanasi language and people who identify with it will be followed by the depiction of our fieldwork approach and our respondents' profile. The ensuing analysis of possible ways of coming to grips with the issue at hand is based primarily on their views and opinions, but takes into consideration the present political and legal framework within which minority languages such as Arbanasi can find their place.
The Zadar Arbanasi community and language
It may be argued that Bourdieuean misrecognition, i.e. inequality presented as neutral (Grenfell and James 1988) , is no longer a dominant feature of the Arbanasi community in Zadar since their language is nostalgically positively evaluated. On the other hand, the very fact that only a few hundred speakers now use the language implies that the misrecognition has become an absolute feature as the language -once the most salient marker of the Arbanasi identity -has been largely abandoned. Furthermore, since the language has been transmitted only as an oral medium, the absence of a standard variety accompanied by ideas and occasional efforts to provide a more or less formalized framework for the teaching of the language shed light on some practical issues raised by deep-rooted language ideologies faced by speech communities who try to sustain their language (variety) without an official status.
In order to understand current linguistic and discursive practices and how they affect language sustainability, it is important to see how Arbanasi group identity is constructed. The Arbanasi are the descendants of the 18 th Century Catholic albanophone immigrants who left their original territory due to an unfavourable position of the Christian population in the Ottoman Albania (Ćurković 1922 , Erber 1939 , Krstić 1988 . Nowadays, the Arbanasi identity is reflected (and further constructed) in the traditional Arbanasi family names (Mazija, Krstić, Karuc, Marušić, Matasi…) , the association with the part of the town of Zadar that they originally inhabited upon their arrival (called Arbanasi), and to some extent via religious affiliation (Catholicism) (authors' observations, 2016) . In the first half of the 20 th century Arbanasi identified either as Croats or Italians (Diklić 2005: 656) , but nowadays the vast majority of those who remained in Zadar ethnically self-identify as Croats and do not wish to be associated with an Albanian minority (which has an official minority status in the Republic of Croatia).
While speaking Arbanasi used to be an important identity marker in the past, its role has almost completely faded out due to marginalising processes that took place during the 20 th century. This is at least partly the consequence of the unfavourable status of the Albanian within a complex historical and political context of the former Yugoslavia, and, in more recent times, due to the global neo-liberal tendencies that favour market-value and commodification of cultural goods.
The language associated with the community is an archaic variety of Gheg Albanian, which underwent a strong influx of both Croatian Chakavian and Venetian influence as a consequence of a centuries-long contact. The number of speakers has decreased sharply in the past fifty years for a number of reasons (ideology, new social patterns, globalisation, etc.) and, although the exact figures are unavailable, the estimates vary between 300 and 500 (Barančić 2014 , Vuletić 2014 , Šimičić and Vuletić 2016 . It is categorized as severely endangered in the UNESCO Atlas of the World's Languages in Danger (Moseley 2010), and it can be classified as moribund to nearly extinct (between levels 8a and 8b) on the EGIDS scale (Lewis and Simons 2010) . The last generation that has extensively used it was born in the 1940s and the remaining speakers belong to older generations with hardly any opportunity to use the language. The language is presently only an optional sign of belonging to a community, albeit a very strong one in the case of (rather rare) active or fluent speakers, but a rather unimportant one among others.
Methodology
In this paper, we draw on the data based on an extensive secondary research on the Arbanasi community and primary research in the form of in-depth interviews with the members of the community and participant observation. In terms of methodology, this paper is primarily based on critical ethnographic research, since we as researchers endeavoured to spend as much time with the Arbanasi community as possible in order to familiarize ourselves with their practices and attitudes, which we then analysed in the light of dominant language ideologies present in society. We have conducted 18 in-depth individual interviews with speakers of various ages (ranging from mid-20s to mid-80s) and two focus groups -one at the beginning of the research process (November 2015) and the other 6 months later (April 2016). The interview questions were loosely based on Ehala and Zabrodskaja's vitality questionnaire (Ehala and Zabrodskaja 2014) which needed to be modified as it was not fine-tuned for the hybridity present in Arbanasi community.
Furthermore, participant observation played an important role for this research, as one of the most important sources of valuable data was the Arbanasi language course that we attended in 2016. This course, which is a completely community-based initiative, took place in the autumn of 2015 and the second round started in February 2016 and ended in June 2016.
The context of the language course turned out to be important for our study for several reasons. It was one of the rare occasions where one could hear many people speak Arbanasi in the non-formal setting of a community-initiated language course held in The City Library in Arbanasi, where it took place once a week. The number of participants is not fixed, varying between 10 and 15, and although the majority belong to older generations, not all of them speak the language. Typically, there are two to three older traditional speakers who have acquired the language naturally via intergenerational transmission and the rest who are in some way connected with the language, including some latent speakers (for this classification see Sallabank 2013: 13). The course became particularly important to us as it was the place where some of the attitudes in this paper were publicly presented and contested. It was also a way to find context for many of the statements from the interviews we conducted.
As for the interviewees, we made sure to cover different generations of Arbanasi, so various age groups took part in the research with the oldest born in the 1930s and the youngest in the 1990s. Both focus groups also encompassed representatives of different age groups: one was conducted with the only family that has transmitted language intergenerationally, while the other was a well-attended public round table with 18 participants. All interviewees self-identify as Arbanasi except for an interviewee who was born in the 1970s. Although she is of Arbanasi origin (also attending the Arbanasi language course), she does not self-identify as an Arbanasi. Most of the participants were reached either through the language course we attended or through personal contacts.
Language planning for Arbanasi
However developed the legal system concerning minority language rights in the context of Croatia may be2, Arbanasi as a language without an official status falls short of the existing institutional support. Its limited official position only pertains to its status of a protected intangible heritage. This position, however, despite the positive attitude it provokes among the community members, may be seen as even deepening its objectified status. This largely symbolic recognition serves as a comfort and creates pretty much a simulacrum that something is being done for the language, while the real practices may be quite the opposite.
According to the official discourse explicated in the Ministry's of Culture Strategy for Protection, Conservation and Sustainable Economic Use of Cultural Heritage of the Republic of Croatia (p. 6, retrieved on 20 October 2016), the intangible heritage, in this case a language, is seen as a resource: "Croatia is aware that the overall cultural heritage represents its fundamental value and that is one of the main resources for further development(.)" Moreover, it is stated that such a view of intangible cultural heritage, including languages and language varieties, should be explicitly reflected in planning initiatives: "The goal is to protect, preserve and enhance the protection of Croatian cultural heritage and to encourage and develop its use in a sustainable way." Notwithstanding such an official discourse, it does not seem to be applicable to the Arbanasi situation as there are no official measures that seem to stand behind (or stem from) these statements. The only measure provided is the possibility to apply for a symbolic financial aid. This essentially means that the state itself supports intangible heritage only if someone from the community calls its attention to it, and even if such is the case, this is not a guarantee that the help is going to be provided.
We will turn now to the bottom-up perspective and in the following part present the data from the interviews and discussions connecting them to the Ruíz's categorisation and critically examining them in relation to the monoglot ideology and orders of indexicality and the impact they have with regard to language sustainability.
2 There are 22 minorities with the official status in the Republic of Croatia and the members of these minorities have the right to education in their mother tongue through one of the minority education models (see Bilić Meštrić 2015, 2017 for more on education in the minority language and script in Croatia). Šimičić (forthcoming) discusses some futher consequences of the existing legal framework as applied in a 'minority-within-a-minority' context in Croatia.
Language-as-a-problem approach
The view of language-as-problem is rooted in the assumption that multilingualism at the state-level is necessarily problematic as it provokes confusion and presents a potential threat to nation-states. In such a framework minority languages are considered a major problem, while languages lacking official standardisation are hardly perceived as languages at all. Furthermore, the perception of language as a problem required a rational approach and action by state authorities to resolve it. Very frequently such an approach is problematic and hardly acceptable in view of the present language policy trends in Europe, but should be taken into consideration because it reflects earlier stages of language planning that seriously undermined the sustainability of minority languages in the region, some more than others, and thus may have been one of the reasons behind the loss of linguistic diversity that we are witnessing today.
Arbanasi is one of the languages which has been heavily impacted by both the view of language as a problem and a rational approach in language planning that still persist. In the interviews conducted during 2015 and 2016 with the Arbanasi community it became clear that most of our informants do not see the use of Arbanasi as a problem now due to its almost complete lack of visibility in the public space, both physical as well as discursive. Their accounts, however, testify to the processes of historical marginalisation, misrecognition and symbolic violence (Bourdieu 2005) which took place earlier, most heavily in the second half of the 20 th century. This means that when they speak in terms of language-as-problem approach (and it is hardly ever only a language but the whole identity) they tend to speak of Arbanasi in earlier periods when language was being widely abandoned. This is most obvious in an interview provided by the most senior participant (mid-eighties) and his account of his own unwillingness to transmit the language to his children: Another informant who has kept the language but also has vivid memories of marginalisation processes that took place in her childhood and youth was born in the late 1940s. The period she describes concerns her school years and youth: I2: And you didn't even wonder why nobody was asking you about the language. You didn't really think anyone should care. (…) Because at that time just being an Arbanasi was enough. Just being an Arbanasi. It was horrible. Just being an Arbanasi. Int: So it was a stigmatized identity? I2: Yes, yes! My best friend (…), I asked her: "Why did you not speak the language?" And she says: "I was mocked and I didn't want to use it anymore." (female, late sixties)
It is noteworthy that the same informant who expresses her puzzlement with the fact that her colleague did not speak the language accepted the same misrecognition patterns: I2: To be honest, some people were just ashamed to tell they were Arbanasi (…) For instance, I'd never have married an Arbanasi back then, it was like that… (female, late sixties)
The feelings of misrecognition continued and became even more prominent among those born in the 1960s. One of the accounts vividly illustrates these processes:
I3: In a way we were embarrassed if someone had heard that mom and dad spoke Arbanasi. The climate was such (…). My parents spoke to me in Arbanasi and I didn't. (…) (male, late forties) Though a general feeling towards Arbanasi has changed, it is interesting to see how the younger interviewees, not only dismiss the feelings of shame and the attached stigma, but question the very misrecognition that took place earlier and read the past through their own position, which is no longer marginalised: I4: It's a bit better now, but it used to be different in the past. I guess that it has changed with generations. For example, today we have university diplomas and better education and in the past it was like you complete primary school and start working. They were farmers as if they were like lagging behind, however this is no longer the case. (…) Our community doesn't have a low status. We used to have one, and today we are the same as everybody else. Yet, we didn't have the low status before, it's only that the others regarded us that way. (female, early thirties)
On the other hand, the idea that it was the community that was problematic in itself is still persistent even among the younger informants:
I5: I don't have any negative experiences. It was harder on the elders, though, they themselves were 'hard'. (male, early thirties)
There are numerous other accounts that testify that Arbanasi was internally perceived as a problem among the community members themselves. Other arguments that our informants provided speak of various pragmatic reasons where language is primarily seen as an instrument, and as such was perceived as an obstacle in education so parents widely insisted on the use of Croatian in order to ensure better life chances for their children. As there was no national, state or city policy that regulated linguistic practices, the choices made were primarily in the hands of the families and their personal inclinations. Ruíz (1984) has developed the idea of the language as a resource, though it has existed in the discourses on multilingualism before. In the early phases of the language policy (LP) study, languages were considered an obstacle rather than a resource in the developing nations. A widely held belief was that multilingualism stalled the development of the nascent countries (Ricento 2000) , whereas the monoglot ideology favouring one official language was seen as a pathway to modernisation and development.
Language-as-resource approach
The language-as-resource approach, offered as a competing treatment of language compared to the language-as-problem orientation, was offered by Ruíz (1984) with four basic premises in mind: in such an approach a status can be raised for the languages of a lower status, the tension between the state language and marginalised languages can be reduced, the role of a marginalised language can be systematically rethought and finally, this approach points to the importance of language planning in which a variety of voices are reflected (Ruíz 1984: 25-26) .
Despite an underlying idea that such an approach is needed for promoting more tolerance and overcoming social injustice (Ruíz 2010) , the instrumentalist intonation discerned in the demands of the state institutions, economic and trade agencies as well as planners in defence, security and military domains, economic and trade agencies, was openly contested as further weakening of languages and language communities was already marked by a disadvantageous position (e.g. May 1998 , Petrovic 2005 , Ricento 2005 . Although the discourse concerning this particular orientation was originally built around a specific set of societal problems in a specific national educational context, that of the US, and has thus produced a specific set of reactions in academia, there were other attempts at viewing and treating languages as valuable resources, not only in terms of their economic value, but also as a value per se and in terms of the added value each language community has in the complex interaction of different facets of their social and natural environment. Lo Bianco (2001) , for instance, refers to language as intellectual, cultural, economic, citizenship, social and rights resource. Moreover, the growing awareness of the loss of linguistic diversity and more detailed studies in neurology concerning the individual benefits of multilingualism (e.g. Westly 2011, Comanaru and Dewaele 2015) made such a more encompassing approach within language-asresource orientation more widely accepted, which is not to deny the fact that the introduction of languageas-resource orientation was intended primarily as a possible pathway to language and, more so, social planning.
Looking at the answers provided by the community members, one may discern that misrecognition and the monoglot ideology of the nation state have taken their toll, and that the reasons why Arbanasi is evaluated positively has more to do with the issues of nostalgia and emotional attachment or some general reasons related to culture and heritage: I7: I like it, there is an inclination and that's a good base to learn the language one day, but not many people who are my age are interested in language. I think it's important to keep it, it's a matter of culture. If anything dies in culture, it means we have downgraded it, and the same applies to language. (female, mid-twenties) Often, the talk about languages quickly moves towards the discussion of micro-local identities and especially to how they relate to the territory the Arbanasi have historically been associated with3:
I4: What is your attitude towards the Arbanasi language in general? I4: Positive. I think that's my, or at least should have been my language, which is going extinct now, but all positive emotions. I am pleased to tell you that I am from Arbanasi, no shame, no. (…) Language has played a more important role in the past. We don't speak it anymore, but I will definitely always say I am from Arbanasi and my child will also. There is no shame. (female, early thirties)
The place itself, namely the Arbanasi quarter of Zadar, stands as a token for language and for some interviewees it serves as a trigger for language revitalization or at least the continued language use: I8: (…) I don't know what was supposed to inspire me. And I was inspired when I moved here with my children. (female, fifties) It is noteworthy that one of the rare young speakers shows no particular affinity towards the language:
I5: There are no disadvantages, but no advantages either… beside the fact that it is always good to know an extra language. (male, thirties) Language in these examples functions in a social vacuum and is solely appreciated for personal emotional reasons as a sort of a relic, or is not appreciated at all (as is the case with the youngest active Arbanasi speaker). Some of our senior interviewees are actively involved in language revitalisation efforts, as either teachers or documentarists. Their accounts bear witness to the grievance for language loss, and, as mentioned, issues of nostalgia and personal affection come to the fore as can be observed from the comment provided by a senior participant (I1, male, eighties), stated in the language-as-problem section above.
Language-as-right approach
The language-as-right orientation appeared primarily as a response to language problems that sprang up in educational contexts. Being a much more complex approach to language planning issues, it seems to pose more questions than it can provide ready-made answers to. The language-as-right orientation is still often considered as the opposition of language-as-problem approach, both as regards its underlying ideology and its application. It seeks to open up more space for asserting the right to one's language instead of viewing different languages and multilingualism in general as a social problem that needs to be reduced or better yet eradicated. This is also why this type of orientation initially seemed to provide an alluring solution to the problem posed by a previously predominant discourse and as a way to make improvements in mitigating linguistic injustice, de-hierarchization of languages and the resulting language unsustainability. However, only in some cases the insistence on this approach revealed its complexity, which often abounded with contradictions and sometimes even perpetuated conflicts and the very unsustainability issues it initially was supposed to address.
Some of the reasons for this lie in the fact that individuals' rights to freedom in language choice may deviate from the alleged rights granted to the speech community an individual speaker (always or only sometimes) identifies with (e.g. Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1994 , Kontra 2000 , de Varennes 1997 , 2007 . Furthermore, tolerating a (minority) language often does not suffice to render it visible nor does it necessarily make its speakers feel comfortable. In order to create language policies that promote sustainability, rights in the form of positive discrimination may be required (cf. to Kloss' tolerance-vs. promotion-oriented rights, Kloss 1977) . Similarly, it is not always clear where the discrimination against someone on the basis of their language stops and the freedom to actually use the language begins (Macías 1979) . Although discerned a long time ago, another frequently overlooked aspect in language rights discourse is the fact that in a social community that encompasses multiple speech communities, providing explicit rights to some such group(s) is often interpreted as a threat to (an)other's language group. In fact, it was already Ruíz (1984) who identified this as the most problematic aspect of a language-as-right orientation. Petrovic (2010) points out the interdependency of language-as-right and language-as-resource orientations as the latter cannot but be rooted in the former: "(…) rights are only rights if they are resources (good in themselves) first", while the insistence only and primarily on language-as-right orientation paradoxically accentuates the viability of the language-as-problem orientation which it was supposed to overcome in the first place (Petrovic 2010) . Thus, the very ways in which the rights of certain small, minority and/or endangered communities are claimed can ultimately extend, deepen or trigger greater marginalizing and antagonistic effects in the long run.
Another important point is made by one of the research participants, who is also a jurist. While discussing the options for improving the situation of Arbanasi language, she pointed out that I9: [w]ithout social process out there, no legal framework should be made. It does not go that way; it's not that you first have a legal framework and then you put something in that framework. That's a common fallacy when people think that it would be easier if something was regulated. It wouldn't. It's the opposite. If there was a need, it should be legally regulated (…). (female, forties) This raises manifold questions: Can we talk of the need for a legal framework and the introduction of language policies that would grant more sustainability if there are only a few hundred speakers left? But also, if a language is being lost, is there a need for an additional protection in order to do justice and address the monoglot ideologies that led to it? Again, the issues of historicity come to the fore. When Arbanasi was widely spoken, was that the time when it needed to be regulated and since that had not happened, is now the moment to come to terms with that?
The second important dimension of this aspect is the lack of (formal) status granted to the Arbanasi community, i.e. their hybrid positioning in Croatia. Though there is a general perception among the people we talked to that there is such a community and the people self-identify as Arbanasi, they do not claim this identity as their national identity which in turn prevents them from enjoying the rights that are nationalitybased, the most important of them being the right to cultural autonomy. This positioning again testifies to the language-as-right paradigm's monoglot ideology background as cultural autonomy, among other things, includes the right to education in one's mother tongue, but cannot be applied to languages that are not nation-bound, as May (2005) has highlighted: (…) macro language claims necessarily require the codification and homogenisation of language groups and related languages and thus ignore the often far more complex, fluid, and at times contradictory, micro language practices of individuals from within those groups. (May 2005: 320) As the three orientations we discussed so far do not seem to be adequate enough to address issues of sustainability, we now turn to the forth approach developed on the basis of the Ruíz's initial categorisation, an approach that endorses agency -an active work on language-identity constructions -the language-asresponsibility approach.
Extending the framework: language-as-responsibility approach
In combating language unsustainability resulting from monoglot ideologies and the existing orders of indexicality one may feel that the three approaches either bluntly (as is the case with the language-asproblem approach) or subtly (as is the case with language-as-right and language-as-resource approach) do not suffice. Recognising this challenge, Mehmedbegović (2011) introduced a fourth approach -that of language as responsibility. This approach calls for more active engagement with languages in recognising and affirming their cognitive, emotional and cultural value which is often only passively recognised in the language-as-right approach and remains unrecognised in traditional utilitarian (instrumental) languageas-resource approach. In this approach the basic question is what we do with languages as resources found in specific contexts, and what value is ascribed to all languages regardless of their indexicality status in society.
Language-as-responsibility can be connected to the idea of agency, which has become central in the last twenty years in LP studies (Ricento 2006 , Hornberger 2006 . Hornberger (1998: 439) asserts that there is compelling evidence that language planning, especially in education, can positively influence not only the status of minority, immigrant, or endangered languages, but also their vitality, stability and versatility, which can all be seen as different aspects of language sustainability. Bearing in mind the ethics assumed in this approach, one must assert that if there is a proof of affirmative policy that concerns (marginalised) identity, then taking responsibility is the least that society can do in these (multilingual) contexts. Languages-as-responsibility approach can be viewed as the potential of the language-as-resource orientation, which is perceived here not as something static, but negotiative and transformative (Hornberger 1998) .
In the language-as-responsibility approach, it is the notion of the human condition that becomes central. As Ricento (2005: 359) and Blommaert (2005: 390) stress -it is the people, the individuals and communities, that need to have the primacy in language policy and planning, not the language itself. Blommaert (2005: 392) thus asserts languages should be analysed as socially loaded resources and the resources are for him performatively defined as things we do with language (Blommaert 2005: 404) . Linguistic resources, as he sees them, can function in various sociolinguistic systems at the same time. In this sense we should be concerned with what language means to people, what people do with language, but also what language does to them and in what specific contexts the language matters (Blommaert 2005: 404) .
In the specific social setting of the Zadar Arbanasi the interviewees are generally less prone to the idea of language institutionalization. At the same time, many of them question their own role or that of their families in the language management process. This particularly concerns the senior speakers who are also taking necessary measures in language revitalization. Furthermore, in a direct question addressing whose responsibility the language is assigned to, many believe that it is the families, i.e. the community itself who are the most responsible for language maintenance. An excerpt from one of the focus groups reveals the tensions between the community's responsibility and the institutional responsibility: S1: I think we should do as the Italian Community [in Zadar] did and provide a teacher who teaches Arbanasi classes to pupils from the first grade on (…) That's the way we can do it. Not in any official way like a national minority (…). S2: (…) a better idea would be that the City provides the funds so that the classes are continuously held in some appropriate form. S1: The initiative should come from the people, from the Arbanasi. S2: Of course it should come from the Arbanasi, there's no discussion about that.
The interview data reveal that attitudes towards responsibility are positioned between these two poles (institutions vs. community) in the community. However, we believe that this dichotomy obscures possible levels at which agency can be deployed in order to affirm languages as a valuable resource. In order to enhance language sustainability, a more active approach is required from the stakeholders on all levels -personal (families), group (communities, wider communities) and institutional (schools, governing bodies etc.), but also public (media).
Conclusion
There is an elaborate legislation that, amongst other features, is more or less explicitly aimed at protecting language rights either within a broader framework of human right protection or more rarely as a separate group of rights with different levels of scope and responsibilities (international, European, national). However, in many documents addressing this issue the objects of reference and protection are defined within a dominant monoglot ideology framework based on the idea of one proper or "pure" version of a historically and politically privileged dialect carrying the status of a national language. All other varieties that do not fit this standard-language and/or national-language preconception are automatically left out of the majority of such documents and are therefore thrown into not only a legal, but also political and social vacuum, which diminishes the chances of their sustainability.
The goal of this paper was to question some aspects of the leaking inherent in present models of language protection at the state level in Croatia where non-official, non-national, and non-standardized varieties also face serious marginalisation processes and are prone to imminent language loss. Instead of proposing a list of language rights that would be desirable and that possibly function well in some other contexts, we opted for the analysis of discourses on language at a grassroots level among the Arbanasi of Zadar in order to find out the prevalent ideologies related to the perception of language as either a problem, a right, a resource, or responsibility.
One of the basic questions that we have posed in this paper is whether we can and should make up in the present for past injustices, and how this can be achieved with regard to different language ideologies persistent in society. Tentative answers provided in this article were made in dialogue with those given by the community members. The diachronic approach has been proven to be of paramount importance as it provides an insight into the present state of affairs and hence potential pitfalls and challenges in future language-planning initiatives. We show that language-as-problem used to be a dominant approach that led to the language loss in the community. Though the feeling of misrecognition has been overcome, the language-as-resource approach is still highly perpetuated in its pragmatic frame, so Arbanasi is perceived as an affective resource, and no additional value is found in it among the community members.
The legalistic approach with language as a right ignores Arbanasi (and similar languages) which are not nation-bound, thus perpetuating the priority of the state over and against its constituents. Moreover, as one of the respondents has highlighted, the question is whether such a model represents the real needs of the community and to what extent it can be used to promote language sustainability.
Finally, we proposed the fourth model introduced by Mehmedbegović -that of language as responsibility in order to raise awareness with the aim of enhancing agency with regard to possible multilingual practices at all levels of society. The policies that are supportive of language sustainability, the desire to identify, use, and transmit a language intergenerationally, can be achieved only by endorsing language planning initiatives that are more than just tolerant of diversity but are explicitly aimed at creating the niches where the need and advantage for use of that particular language would be discernible to the speakers themselves.
